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iTOINT ENVTRONUENTAIJ ASSESSIIIENT PROCESS

The Comnission staff and Forest Service staff wrote this
joint environmental assessment.

The agrencies would share control--the Cornmission by
licensing the project, the Forest Service by rnanaging the
national forest where the project would be built.

By joining forces, w€rve shortened the licensing process and
reduced paperwork. Requirenents of the National Environmental
Policy Act and regulations of the Council on Environmental
Quality encourage joint assessment,s.

The Commission will use this environmental assessment to
decide on licensing.

The Forest Service will use this environmental assessment to
decide what conditions to reguire under section 4 (e) of the
Federal Power Act and through its specj-al use authorization to
protect the federal reservation where the project would be built
and to rnake the project consistent with the purposes of the
federal reservation.
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EM/IROI{I.iENTAL ASSEISUE!flI

FEDERAIJ ENERGY REGULATORY COllUfggION
OFFICE OF BYDROPOWER I,ICENSING
DIVISIOI{ OF PROJECT REVIEW

U.8.D.A. FOREST SERVICB
FI8trI,AKE NATIONAI, FOREST
BEAVER RA}IGER DISTRICT

Date: October 4, L990

Project name: Beaver City Canvon Upper Hydroelectric Project

FERC Project No. 1-0021 - 00L

A. APPLICATION

1,.

2.

Application type: Minor, unconstructed

Date filed with the Commission. Il/29/89
Reaver Citv3.

4.

Applicant:

Water body: Beaver River basi-n: Beaver

5. Nearest city or town: Beaver (See ficrure l--)

6. County: Beaver State: Utah

B. PURPOSE AI{D I{EED FOR ACTION

1. Purpose.
Beaver Cityrs proposed project would provide an estimated

average of 3.82 gigawatthours (GWh) of electrical energy per
year, which the city would use to serve its customers.

2. Need for power.
In L988, Beaver Cityrs summer and winter loads exceeded the

cityrs generating capability, which comes from two resources:
parl of the Coloiado River Storage Project and the Hunter Unit
No. II steam-electric Plant.

Beaver City would use generation from the proposed project
to reduce the cityts need to buy power to offset generating
deficits. By building the project, Beaver City would also reduce
both the cosl the city I s power customers rnust pay for el-ectrical
energy and the cityrs dependence on outside power suppliers.

The Commission staff estimates Beaver cityrs sO-year
Ievelized alternative energty cost would be 1-00 nills per
kilowatthour (kwh). Because the levelized cost of energy from
the project would be 49 nitls per kwh, the project would be
economically beneficial.



If Beaver City produces more power with the project ttian it
needs, the power would be useful in meeting part of the need for
power PacifiCorp and other power systems project in the Western
Systerns Coordinating Council region.

C. PROPOSED PRO''ECT A![D ALTERNATTVES

L. Description of the proposed action. (See figure 2.)
Beaver City proposes to build the project in the Fishlake

National Forest, dt the site of an abandoned Utah Power and Light
(UPL) hydropower project. (The UPL transrnission line remains. )
The project would be between the upstream existing UPL exemption
(rERa No. 8L4-oo4) and the downstream existing Beaver city
project (FERC No. 1,8s9).

The project would consist of: (1) a 30-foot-Iong, 8-foot-
high diversion dam; (2') a 3O-inch to 24-inch diameter, L2,2OO-
foot-long ductile-iron, buried penstock; (3) a powerhouse, I5
feet ny 1e feet, containing one generating unit with an installed
capaciLy of 650 kilowatts, operating under a gross head of 474
feet, and producing an estinated average annual energy output of
3.82 GWhi (4) a tailrace, 3 feet in dianeter and about 30 feet
longr (5) a L2.47-kiLovolt, !2,50O-foot-lottg transmission line
(rnai use the abandoned UPL transmission line); and (6) related
fac-ilities. (See exhibits F & G of the application for license.)
The project would operate in an instantaneous run-of-river mode,
where outflow eguals inflow.

2. Applicantts proposed nitigative measures.

a. Construction.
Beaver City would bury all but about 50 feet of the penstock

in the road; revegetate any penstock area outside of the roadway
disturbed by consiructioni do work on the penstock during.the
non-skiing leason to avoid confLict with ski resort traffic,' and
design and build all transmission lines and poles to protect
raptors.

b. operation.
Beaver City would provide year-round bypass flows to protect

the fishery.
Wet or normal year

January 3- through March 31
April 1 through April 15
April 16 through September L5
Septeurber L6 through September 30
October L through Decernber 3L
Note: see section Gl for definition of

I cfs
l-5 cfs
l-8 cfs
1,5 cfs
I cfs

wet and

Dry year
6 cfs

15 cfs
15 cfs
1-5 cfs
6 cfs

dry years.



(agency)

when this joint EA is finished, the FS will provide
terms and conditions of occupancy for lands of the Fishlake
National Forest under section 4 (e) of the Federal Power Act- The
proposed conditions are presented in the appendix'

4. Scoping of Issues.

In 1978, uPL, the previous developer of the site, applied to
the Commission to remove tne project facilities. Since UPL

abandoned the site, others have investigated developing it'

During April, l-990, draft NEPA documents concerning the
Beaver Citi pioposed development were sent ?V !tt:-Fishlake
National Forest-to a broad mailing list of individuals,
organizations, and agencies for comment. There were no
responses.

During earlier scopingr efforts for_this project,
correspond6nce was received from the following:

Utah Bureau of Water Quality, Division of Health;
Utah Division of Outdoor Recreation;
Utah Division of Wildtife Resources;
U.S. Fish and Wildtife Serrrice;
National Park Service;
Utah State Historical SocietY;
Utah State Planning Coordinator;
Utah State Division of State History;
Utah Department of Natural Resourcesi
Beaver CitY CorPoration;
Utah Deparlment of Transportation;
Utah Pivision of Water Rights;
USDI Office of Environmenial Project Review.

3. Federal lands affected.

_No. X Yes i Fishlake National Forest i acreaqe = L2 J-.

From these agencies, the FS

developing the site are:
deternined the major issues of

a. what effects would reduced water f10w in this stretch of
Beaver River have on the population of resident brown trout
conditions of favorable flow?

b. what effects would the project have on recreational use

in the canyon and on the travelers on utah state Road l-53

(SRL53), a- designated Scenic B1ruay?

c. what is the potential for erosion and sedimentation?

the
and



d. Would there be a need for fish screens on the intake
structure?

e. Would there be a need to protect raptors frorn
electrocution?

These issues are addressed in section G, rrlssues,
Environmental Impacts, and Resolutionsrr.

5. Alternatives, including Beaver Cityrs proposal'

a. Alternatives considered but eliminated frorn detailed
study.

L. Beaver cityrs proposal, with the pipelitg.relocated to
the hillside along'the-roirte oi the o1d UPL pipeline' (we

aiiti=="d this ai€,ernative because of its severe adverse visual
inpact and the expected 3-0 year or longer recovery period needed
for revegetation. )

2. Building the transnission line in a new corridor' (we

also dismissea fnis alternative because of its severe adverse
visual impact, and the expected 1-O year or longer recovery period
needed for revegetation. )

3. Placing the transmission line underground in-or along the
Utah State noad L53 (SR r-5t). (This alternitive would eliminate
any adverse visuat inpactsr'bo!-was dismissed because of
conflicts with existiirg utilities buried in the highway. These

,tiiriti"= inciuaea an 6xisting penstock for the city of Beaver
project No. Ig5g and a Forest SLnrice water line servinq
developed recreation sites in the Beaver River drainage' It
would also n"te-r""tt aitri"ult to bury the powerline because of
several bridges across the river' )

b. Beaver cityts license application' (see description in
section CL and C2-)

c. Alternative of no action'

No action, denial of the license, would preclude Beaver city
from constructing the proposed proieci. No action would involve
,ro-.rt"rations-i5 tn" Lxisting Lnvirorunent and wourd prevent
i"..r"t City tiorn producing electrical power at the site'

d. Beaver cityts license application' witn additional
rnitigation.

we discuss the need for this additional nitigation in
section G, "ta-r" 

describe the proposed license conditions for
carrying orrt"fn"-riiigiiion in ltte- appendix. This alternative
;;;ia;guire Beaver citv to do the following:



l_. Do no penstock construction during (a) the winter_ski
season of Novernber l-5 to April L, (b) the October rifle deer
hunt and the associated pre- and postseason traffic period,
and (c) the weekends and holidays of the sunmer recreation
season from June l-5 to October 15.

2. Allow no traffic delays longer than L hour'

3. Install L9 fish habitat irnprovement structures.

4. Monitor project operation to deternine if habitat
inprovement- su6ceeds- in.providing desired fish populations'
il';""r City may be requiied to carry out additional measures
if needed to rlach deiired population levels'

5. Build the powerhouse with a profilg lot to exceed the
height of the existing grade of the highway'

6. Use colors, rnaterials, and surface treatments for all
facilities that blend with the surrounding landscape'

non specular transnission line conductors'

nativeplantspeciestoscreenfacilitiesfromview.
9. Reshape and revegetate disturbed areas to blend with
surrounding visual characteristics'

Lo. Build the transmission line where it would have the
least effect on visual resources'

l_l_. Ensure that erosion and sedimentation from project
construction and borrow and spoil sites is ternporary and

kept to minor levels.

L2. Maintain minimum streamflows proposed by Beaver city'

1,3. Install a f ish screen at the intake'

14. Use raptor proof design in the transmission line.

].5.Protectarcheologicalandhistoricalsites.

CON8UI'IATION AIID COI'IPLIDNCE

Fish and wildlife agency consultation (rish & wildlife
Coordination Act).

7.

8.

Use

Use

D.

L.

a.
b.
c.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Senrice (rws)
State(s):
Hationai Marine Fisheries Service

: X Yes- No'
X yes. _No.

(NMFS): Yes. 
-X--No.



2. Section 7 consultation (Endangered Species Act).

a. Listed species: X None. 
-Present:b. Consultation: -X-Not 

reguired.
Required; comPleted: / /

Remarks: Letter to the Commission frorn U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, dated December L, 1986, about the prelirninary perrnit
application.
3. Section 401 certification (Clean Water Act) '

Not required.

x Required; applicant reguested certification on 6/1'9/86'

Status:xGrantedbythecertifyingagencyon-6/27|86.

4. Cultural resource consultation (Historic Preservation Act) '

a. State Historic preservation officer (SHPo): X Yes. 
-No'b. National piif Service (NPS): X Yes' 
-No'c- National negister status: X None' 

-Erigrible 
or listed'

d. Councilt Ell"t required. 
-Cornpletedr 

/ /
e. Further consultation: -X-Not reguirea. 

-Reguired'Rernarks: Letter to Beaver city from the utah Division of
state History dated November 20, rgeg, said that no historic
pi"p"tlies w-outd be affected by the project'

5. Recreational consultation (Federal Power Act) '

a. U.S. owners: X Yes. No'
b. NPS:
c. State(s) :

X Yes. 
-No.-X Yes. No.

Remarks: NPS and utah Parlcs and Recreation were sent copies
of the appticali""- tn"" filed with the Cornmission, but did not
i-spona t6 tn" notice of application'

6. Wild and scenic rivers (wild and scenic Rivers Act) '

status: X None. 
-Listed. 

Deterrrination completed: ' / '

Adrninistering agency :

7. Land and Water Conserrration
and Water Conservation Fund

Fund lands and facilities (Land
Act) .

-Designated.5
Status: X None.



Administ"ti"g 3;

E. COUI{ENTS

The following agencies and entities provided comments on the
appfi-ition or fiied-a motion to intervene in response to the
public notice dated 2/12/90.

Department of the Interior
Forest Service

Motions to intervene

None.

Date of letter
4/tt/eo
4/Le/eo

Date of motion

3.-BeaverCityrespondedtothecomnrentsormotion(s)to
intervene bY lelter(s) dated

X Beaver City did not respond to the comments or motion(s)
to intervene.

F. AFFECTED EIIVIRONI'TENtr

l-. General description of the locale'

a. Description of the -Eeaver 
River Basin (figure L) '

The headwaters of the Beaver River Basin are located in the
Tushar ltountain Range at elevations exceeding L2,oo-o.feet' The

BeaverRiverdrainsthewestslopeoftherang'e...Major
tributaries ail-soutfr CreeX, fgottn Creek,.and Indian-Creek' The

river travers!; ;d;a"tion iyp"= frorn alpine to the desert
cornnunity north and west of Milford'

Theclimateintheareaisessentially?r}dcontinental.
Localized summer thunder storms and rapid rnelting of the snow

p""X-i"-in" I;i; =pii"g and early summer sometimes cause
flooding. Th;-;t"i"E['=it" in the Beaver Canyon drainage is
characterized-u!-c6or subhurnid sunmers and cold sno\ry winters'
The elevation varies from e-,iie feet. at the power prant rocation
Eo 7,252 feet "i-tfr" 

diversion structure. Average annual

;;";i;itatio' is from zo to-go inches, with more than half
falling as winter snow. The frost-free season varies from 50 to
70 daYs.



The Beaver River continues west and north, and on extremely
wet years joins the Sevier River north of Sevier Lake. In years
of norrnaf to low precipitation, the river rarely runs beyond
Milford.

In most years, oD April !, irrigators divert all of the
water (downstieam of the proposed prgject) of Beaver River and
iis trilutaries that can Le Larriea in the canals serving the
Beaver area. This generally dewaters this part of the river
during the summer rnonths. buring the winter months, all of the
water from Beaver River and its iributaries is stored in
Minersville reservoir, about 15 niles west of Beaver.

b. Existing licensed projects and exempted projects (i-ndicated by
an rr * rr after the FERC Project No.) in the river basin, as of
5/ 7tgo (figure r.).

c. pend.ing license applications and exernptiolr appl_ications- (indi"iteA-by an i-*'r after the FERC Project No.) in the
river basin, ds of 5/ 7/9O (figure f') '

Proiect No.

9268
L858

I l-4 {'

Project No.
l-002 L

These target
Impacts to target

Proiect name

Minersville
Beaver UPPer (No 1)
Beaver UPPer

Project name
Beaver CitY CanYon UPPer

Water bodv

Beaver R.
Beaver R.
Beaver R.

Water body
Beaver R.

d. Target resources-

A target resource is an important resource that could be

affected cumulatively by two or more proposed l{9t9p9y"t
projects. fn-[n" e"i.t"i River Basin, Ye identified (1) resident
trout, (Z) recreational use, anq (3) visual gualitY a: target
resources that could be adversely affected cumulatively by
proposed hYdroPower Projects.

resources are described in section F(2) '
resources are discussed in section G'

e. Cumulative ImPacts

The council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). defines
curoufitive itpiEt= "= 

impacts on the envlronment that result from
the increnentli impacts -of an action, when added to other past' 

-
present, and ieasoiraUly foreseeable iuture actions regardless of
what agency oi p"t"on irndertakes such other actions' CEQ says

""."ri€ive'impacts 
can result from individually minor but

collectively liq"iti"ant actions taking place over a period of
tirne (40 CFR' 'Part L508.7) '



The target resources were identified during the FS scoping
process and inalysis of environmental inpacts for the proposed
iroject. We say in this assessment that these target resources
irouiA not be cuirulatively affected by the proposed project. (See
the issues in section G-L. )

2. Descriptions of the resources in the projggl.inpact area.
(Source: -Beaver Water Power, application, exhibit n, and Fishlake
fiational Forest Land and Resource Management PIan, unless
otherwise indicated).

a. Geologry and soils: The geologry of Beaver Canyon consists of a

corn@i9hIyfiuIted_TertiaryvoIcanics.Thecanyon
r.fi" consist predoniianlty of the Bullion Canyon and Mount
Dutton Fornations. These iorrnations consist of rhyodacitic to
inaesitic lava flows, flow breccia, and mudflow breccia' The
valley floor and stream channel contain Quaternary alluvium,
fiood'plain and channel deposits, and landslide debris'

Local soils belong to the Koosharem and Paul Families' Both
of these fanilies are on slopes of seven percent or less and thus
have a rnoderaie eroaibility iactor and a low erosion hazard'

Although Beaver canyon contains several fault traces' Do

signiiicant'tectonic activity has been-known to occur in the
project area in the historic'past. Paleo and recent landslide
-activitv is evident in the ".-nyon. 

The most recent landslide
occurred in fge3, when extraorbinary floods (LOO+yr flood)
triggered land movement on the south side of the canyon' The

;;;F;;e-pioject is mostly on the north side of the canvon'

b. Streanflow:

Iow flow: l-6 cfs; flow parameter: 75 year monthly mean !1""
high flow: Lt-9 cfs; flow iararneter: 75 year monthly mean flow
average flow: 53 cfs.

source: uscs data in additional information dated April 26 '
L990.

c. water cruality: The water guality of Beaver River is generally
very good. ffiriver falls uriaer the classification of 3A in the
utah wastewaier oisposal Regulations, Part rr, standards of
euality for t{aters 6t the State, as revised in October 1978'
This class of water is protected for cold water species of fish
and other aquatic life. wiier +rlfity samples t1k:l by different
agencies aII show that water qoifity laraneters fa1l within the
state standards.



d. Fisheries:

Anadronous: X Absent. 
-Present.Resident: Absent. -lPresent.

Wild brown trout and rainbow trout (both stocked and wild)
populations are present in the bypassed reach, with brown trout
dorninating in the lower end and rainbow trout in the upper.
Occasionaffy, cutthroat and brook trout have been found in Iow
numbers. In L988, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR)

conducted population studies that showed an overall production of
about 89 pounds per acre in the bypassed reach, approximately
three tines that found at the downstream monitoring stations
(Utah Division of WiIdIife Resources, 1988).

The habitat is in good condition, with a well-defined
channel, a number of deep poo}s, abundant spawning and rearing
habitat, ample instream cover, and low substrate embeddedness.
Banks are rocky, with little overhang. Overhanging vegetation is
present in many areas, but is Sparse in others. A few areas
have long stretches of shallow riffles and unstable banks.
Ouring tf,e 1970rs, the USFS Region 4 Aguatic Ecosystem Analysis
lab c6npleted benthic macroinvertebrate population studies
showing that macroinvertebrate production in the Beaver River is
adeguate to support a healthy resident fishery (Mangum, L978).

e. Veqetation: The distribution of vegetative types is
determined by slope, aspect, elevation, soil type, and the
availability-of soit moisture. The project area has six
vegetative communities or cover types. Here are the cover types
and their dominant species.

Cover tvpe

Aspen

Mixed conifer

Mountain brush

Dominant species

guaking aspen
tailcup lupine
nodding brome

guaking aspen
Douglas-fir
mountain juniper

Ganbel oak
mountain snowberry
yarrow

Ganbel oak
Utah juniper
pinyon pine

L0

Pinyon-juniper



Riparian Fremont poplar
sandbar will-ow
Kentucky bluegrass

big sagebrush
Indian ricegrass
cheatgrass

Sagebrush

Woody riparian tlpes occur along resetlroirs, rivers and
streams. -sagebrush coumunities occur on south and west facing
slopes and giade into pinyon-juniper stands. Mountain brush and
aspen conrnunities occur on somewhat wetter slopes and in the
protected drainages and on the east and northwest slopes. Mixed
Lonifer forests occupy north slopes throughout the project area.

No listed threatened or endangered plant species, species
proposed for listing, or designated critical habitat or proposed
Lrilicat habitat are found within this part of the Fishlake
National Forest (tetter to the Comnission from Department of the
Interior, December 1, l-985) .

f. Wildlife: The affected area contains numerous wildtife
specieJ. Species important for recreational purposes are mule
deer, elk, labbit, and upland game birds (ruffed grouse, chukar
partridge, mourning dove, band-tailed pigeon, wild turkey).-Otner iiportant species are bobcat, beaver, coyote, urountain
lion, and raptors (red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, Cooperrs
hawk, goshawk, golden eagle). BaId eagles travel through thg
area'al tney fly south for the winter; there are no known bald
eagle nest sites in this area.

cr. Cultura1 :

X National Register (listed and eligible) properties have not
been recorded.

-There 
are properties listed on, or e}igible for listing on,

the Wationll negister of Historic Places in the area of the
projectrs potential environmental impact.

h. Visual Oualitv: The proposed project is located in a highly
scenic canyon; the steep walls rise about 2.OOO feet above Beaver
River. fha narrost canyon bottorn is occupied for most of the
bypassed reach by the river and Utah State Highway 1?3 (SR 153),
UirL widens occasionally, providing areas for recreation sites.
The FS (1986) classifiea tne visual quality objectives for the
project area as ttpartial retentionrr, which requires that man-made
aislurbances not be visually evident.

The walls of the canyon are covered with a mixture of
conifers, oak brush, sagebrush and grasses, and rock talus and
vertical cliffs, creating a mosaic of textures, colors, and
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forms. The river is lined with cottonwood, willow, and oth'er
riparian vegetation, further adding to the attractive landscape
diversity.
i. Recreation: Recreational uses in the general area include
fishing, hunting, camping, picnicking, hiking, backpacking,
horseback riding, snowmobiling, skiing, and linited boating. sR
l-53 has an average annual daily traffic of 195 vehicles. Fishing
pressure on the streams, lakes, and resetrroirs is considered to
be moderate to heavy. Mule deer hunting is very popular. The
Elk Meadow Ski Resort is located above the proposed project on
the Beaver River and, during the L988/89 ski season, hosted
25,000 skiers.

UDWR estimates mean angler use is 2,285 angler days per year
(Geer, L982'). To meet recreational fishing demands, the bypassed
reach is stocked with approximately L,7OO catchable size rainbow
trout each year (Geer, 1982).

During L989, recreation use amounted to 81 t2OO recreation
visitor days (RVD) at developed sites in the Beaver River Canyon
area. The FS estimates that about l,961000 RVDts ltere spent in
dispersed recreation activities throughout the Beaver River
drainage during L989.

There are no recreational facilities accessible to the
handicapped on the Beaver River.

j. Land Uses: The entire project would be located on National
Forest System land, within an area that is withdrawn for power
production purposes.

Paved sR l_53 traverses the project area and Beaver city
proposes to bury the penstock in the shoulder of this highway..
ine-nignway is permitted to the Utah Department of Transportation
(UDOT) by a right-of-way grant from the FS.

The highway runs from Beaver to Junction and provides access
to the recreational features of the Tushar Mountains -- all of
the lakes and reserrroirs, streans, developed and dispersed
recreation areas, and the tinber harvest areas in the forest.
The state recently selected SR 1,53 as a Scenic Byway from its
beginning to the EIk Meadows Ski resort. This part of the
highway, -which is in the project area, is paved and kept open
during the winter to allow skier access.

The land in the project area is managed primarily for
recreation, propagation of fish and wildlife, and livestock
grazing. The only industry near the.project are two other
5perating hydropower plants. There is no mining, agriculture, ot
tinfer hirvest witnin-the project area. The area is within the
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North Beaver Catt,le Allotment. There are no lakes or reservoirs
within the project boundary.

The specific project area is located in Management Area 28
identified in the Land and Resources Management PIan (Forest
PIan) for the Fishlake National Forest. Management emphasis is
for rural and roaded-natural recreation opportunities. Motorized
and non-rnotorized activities such as driving for pleasure,
viewing scenery, picnicking, fishing, snowmobiling, and cross-
country skiing are possible. Motorized travel uray be prohibited
or restricted to designated routes. Visual resources are managed
so that management activities maintain or enhance the quality of
the recreation opportunities. llanagement activities are not
evident, remain visually subordinate, or may be dominant, but
harmonize and blend with the natural setting.

k. Socio-economics: The larger towns of this rural area are
Beaver, with a population of approximately 2,500, and
Minersville, with about 750. Local employrnent is concentrated
nainly in government, trade, agriculture, and service. Most jobs
are year around, except for the tourism industry where there is
some seasonal employment. Per capita income in 1980 was 94,431,
about 778 of the national average.

The mountainous area of the Beaver River drainage is very
popular for hunti.g, fishing, camping, and skiing, which is
lrnportant socially and econornically. Because the proposed
project area is just off Interstate 15, the area is used by many
out-of-state visitors.

G. I88I!E8, EIT9IRONI|ENTAL II{PACTS, AlilD PROPOSED RESOIJUTIONS

The environmental inpacts and resolutions related to the
issues listed in section C(4) are discussed here. There are 9

issues addressed beIow.

1-. Erosion and Sedimentation

Building the proposed diversion and powerhouse, and burying
the penstock along the existing road would cause localized
erosion and sedimentation. In a letter dated October 30, l-989'
the FS says that the construction and operating plans should
provide for dissipation of energy to prevent erosion where water
is returned to the channel. Beaver City would build the tailrace
so as to prevent erosion where water is returned to the natural
channel but doesnrt say how this would be done. Beaver City
proposes no measures to control erosion and sedimentation.

The Fishlake National Forest Plan (Forest Plan) nanagement
direction prescribes that the FS will maintain soil productivity,
minirnize mln-caused soil erosion, and maintain the integrity of
associated ecosystems (Forest Service, 1986).
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Installing project facitities would generate excess sciil and
rock. Sites for disposal of excess soil and rock are linited on
national forest lands. If existing FS spoil disposal sites do
not have the capacity, excess materials would have to be hauled
to a location off Hational Forest lands (Forest Service, l-986).

Installing project facilities may reguire additional rock
and soil. Since- there are no rrsoilrr borrow sites on National
Forest lands, Beaver City would have to obtain this from other
sources. Borrow sites for rock riprap may be available on
National Forest land but must be approved by the FS and
rehabilitated after excavation.

Beaver City would file a detailed site-specific erosion
control plan to ensure that erosion and sedimentation frorn
project Lonstruction and borrohr and spoil sites are ternporary_and
icep€, to rninor levels. The plan would include descriptions and
specific locations of all control measures.

The plan would require the following: (L).diverting runoff
away tron- disturbea fana surfaces | (2) collecting and filtering
run-otf over disturbed land surfaces, including sediment ponds at
the diversion and powerhouse sitest (3) covering the.penstock
trench as soon as possible after the pipe is placed.in the
trench i (4) placin-g the penstock at the river crossing so that it
does not'dislurb the riverbanks; (5) revegetating disturbed areas
outside of the roadbed; (6) dissipating energy and preventing
erosion at the tailrase; and (7') keeping a nonitoring and
maintenance schedule. (See condition E in the appendix. )

Beaver Cityrs implementation of the soil and erosion control
plan would cornply with the Forest PIanrs direction.

2. Minimum f low.

The proposed project would reduce flows in the 2.2-mile-long
bypassed realn re=irtting in a reduction of riparian vegetation

"i'ti f isheries. Adequate stream f lows are necessary for
to"iniiini"g fisherids habitat and for maintaining the riparian
zone.

The Forest planrs management direction prescribes that the
FS will determine instream itow volunes to protect and maintain
stream channel stability and capacity and to meet rnultiple use
objectives, and naintain riparian dependent resource values,
in6iuaing wildlife, fish, wltershed, and recreation in a stable
or uphtard trend (Forest Service, L986) '

Stream flows necessary to naintain the fishery and the
riparian zone have been evlluated for a nurnber of years' A study
oi^ ttr" impacts of a project in this vicinity was conducted by
UOWn biof-ogist Wilfiam Geer (Geer, L982) . That study was the
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basis for subseguent agency resource discussions on this
application. After considering a rangle of bypass stream fIows,
geaver City, the Utah State Engineer (responsible for water
rights) (letter from Robert L. Morgan, P.8., Utah State Engineer,
to-Beaver City, JuIy L8, 1985), the UDWR (letter fron Willian H.
Geer, Director, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, to Beaver
City, December 23, L988), the Fish and Wildlife Service (letter
froin'the Fish and Wildlife Service, to the Cornmission, April 11,
l-990), and the FS agreed to the following stream flow regine.

Streamflow release recruirements.
Wet or norrnal vear DrY vear

January 1- through March 3L B cfs 6 cfs
Aprit L through-April l-5 L5 cfs l-5 cfs 1
alri1 l_6 through Septenber 15 18 cfs l-5 cfs
slptenber LG tfrrougtr September 30 15 cfs l-5 cfs
Oclober 1 througtr Oecenber 3l- I cfs 6 cfs

To define a wet year, the State Engineer established the
following schedule of stream flows as measured at the Geological
Survey stream gaging station number 1-0234500 (Beaver River near
e""n"i City) (fettei frorn Robert L. Morgan' P.8., Utah State
nngineer ti'geaver City, April 13, L990). If the strearn flow at
-n6 gaging station is it oi'below that shown below for the month,
in. ioif"ii"g monthrs nininum streamflow may be reduced to those
flows allowed for a dry year as shown above'

Definition of a dry Year.
Month
January
February
March
April
May
June

FIow in cfs
L2
L2
L4
20
38
30

Month
JuIy
August
Septenber
October
November
December

FIow in cfs
24
22
20
L4
t3
L2

These flows would be adeguate to protect the resource.
condition A in the aPPendix.)

(See

To ensure that these minimum flows are provided, Beaver city
would install and operate a priority strearnflow device as part of
the diversion-intakl structule. Beaver City would release
minimum streamflows through this device before any flow can be
diverted into the penstocf.. (see condition B in the appendix' )

We considered other stream flows in the analysis and in the
negotiations for stream flow bypass requirements proposed for
this site. nequirements to relLase higher bypass flows would
;;k; [ft"-pr"ject less economical, and therefore rnay discourage
development oi-the project. Lower bypass flows would result in
unacceptable irnpact-s t6 tfre stream cnlnnel, riparian vegetation'
and fisheries.
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According to ceer (Lg82) , implernenting the proposed rninimum
stream flows would cause a 37 percent loss of standing crop of
wilcl trout. The total number of catchable-size hatchery rainbow
trout would decrease about 8.5 percent. The total angler
carryiag capacity (angler days per year) would decrease about 1,5
percent.

Inrproving the strearn habitat by constructing about 19
structures in the stream channel would reduce the habitat loss
and increase the angler carrying capacity (Forest Service, 1989).
This mitigative measure would reduce the loss of the standing
crop of witA trout fron 37 to 3L percent. Sufficient habitat
would be restored to permit continuation of current rates of
stocking catchable-sized hatchery rainbow trout. Therefore, the
totaL anqler carrying capacity loss would be reduced from 15
percent to 7 Percent.

It is possible that the structural improvement_s to the
stream channel would provide enough habitat to stock fish at
higher l-evels than are currently being stocked; however,
aaditional hatchery capacity is not available at this time. (See
condition D in the aPPendix. )

The tradeoffs involved in licensing the project would have
some unavoidable adverse impacts on the fishery. Since the loss
of fish and resultant loss 6t angter carrying capacity is
estimated based on the professional judgement and analysis of our
staff and UDWR biologisls, a monitoring plan is necessary'

Beaver City would monitor fish populations, habitat quantity
and condition, ind reproduction. With rnitigationr-lre recommend
an overall objective of maintaining 93 percent of all pre-
existing trouf populations (hatchery and wild), and a specific
objectiie of rnainlaining a population of 69 percent of existing
wild trout.

Tf, after monitoring, the impacts are greater than
anticipated, particularly as a result of smaller bypass releases
during dry yeirs, Beaver City would have to irnplement a plan to
further rnitigate those inPacts.

Beaver City would begin monitoring.as soon as construction
is complete and include a study. of tlre irnpacts of drY year
releases. Further nitigation rnigtrt include but would not be
linited to additional siructural channel improvements, ot otlrer
niUit"t itptotelo"ttit, fish stocking, of, elirninating the provision
for different dry-year flow releases. (See condition D in the
appendix. )

This mitigation would cornply with -the Forest Plan I s
rn.tr.g"to"ttt ait6"tion of deterrnining and maintaining instream
flow! adeguat- to protect and nainLain stream channel stability'
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However, the PIants objective of naintaining the riparian
dependent fishery in a stable or upward trend would not be met
(932 of existing).

3. Flushinq flows.

Beaver City would provide flushing flows to maintain the
channel capacity and stream gravels. River flows vary annually
from 20 cfs to l-70 cfs and average 51-.L cfs. Since the capacity
of the penstock is 25.7 cfs, the project cannot divert enough
flow to substantiatly affect the peak flows that occur frorn snow
nrelt. Therefore, the naturally occurring high flows would
adequately flush the channel.

4. Fish screens.

Operation of the projectrs proposed impulse turbine would
cause iisn injury and mortality. FWS and UDWR (Ietters frorn
Tirnothy H. provan, Director, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources,
to Beaier City, Octobet 3, 1,989, and December 4, L989) recommend
that the intake be screened to prevent entry of fish.

Beaver City proposes to install an rrat grade aqua-shearrl
screen at the intafe. This screen would be installed on the
downstream face of a diversion dam. As water flows over the
screen, a portion (1- to L\ cfs per lineal foot of screen) passes
down ttrrougn tne l- rnn openings in the screen into the penstock
opening. ine remainder flowl across the screen surface carrying
fish, sediment, and debris downstrearn.

The screen would adeguately protect the existing trout
population of the Beaver River. fherefore, Beaver City would
init.ff the proposed rrat grade aqua-shearrt screen at the 5-ntake'
as described- in the apptication for license.

rws (April 11, 1990) and uDwR (March L9, 1990) -reconmend
that Beaver City install a broad-crested V-notch weir upstream of
the fish screen to provide sufficient flow across the screen
during ]ow flow periods. This would concentrate the flow,
fypi="i"g fish aird detrris. They further recommend shadinq for
the fish screens to prevent drying during low flow periods'

These nitigative measures would meet the FS management
direction of tn6 ptan and are needed to protect the fishery
(condition C of the aPPendix).

5. Raptor Protection-

Wildlife found in the project area include such raptors as
hawks and golden eagles. the proposed l'2.5-kV' L2rsOO-foot-long
Lransmissi5n line would constilute an electrocution hazard for
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birds that are large enough to simultaneously touch two energized
wires or other hardware (Benson, L982) -

UDI{R (letter from Wiltiam H. Geer, Director, Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources, to Beaver City, December 23, l-988) and FWS

reconmend that Beaver City design and construct the project
transmission line to prevent electrocution of raptors according
to guidelines in Raptor Research Foundation, Inc. L98l-' Beaver
Citi proposes to design the project transmission line t'o prevent
raptor electrocution.

To protect golden eagles, hawks, and other large birds,
Beaver City woula design ind construct the poles, crossarms, and
conductor ltacenent,s to ensure a separation of 50 inches of
energized Lardware (Raptor Research Foundation, Inc., L98L) ' We

beli6ve that compliancl with these standards would ensure that
golden eagles, hiwks, and other large birds are protected from
6tectrocu€.ion. (See condition D in the appendix' )

The SHPOTs comments on the proposed project are based on the
premise that the project would be constructed as described in the-"ppii""tion wilnoii 3ignificant changes. Changes to the project,
e'sieciafly changes in f,tre proposed locatj.on and design of a

pr;ject, ir" oc6.sionally louna to be necessary after a license
has been issued, and may require an appticant to amend a license.

Under these circumstances, whether or not an application for
arnendment of license is required, the SHPOTs comments would no

i;;;;; ieliably depict the cultural resources impacts that would
result from aeitefobing the project. Therefore, before.beginning
ii"al"r"arin9, rintr-alsturuingl or spoir-producing activities
within ttre pi6ject boundaries, other than those specifically
authorized in Lne ticense and previously commented on by the
SHPO, Beaver City would consull with the SHPO about the need to
conduct a cultural resources survey and to implement avoidance or
mitigative measures.

Also, Iand-clearing, Iand-disturbing, and_ spoil.-producing
activities could aavers6iy affect archeological and-historic
sites not identified in the vicinity of the ProPose$ nroiect'
tn"i"t"t", if Beaver City encounters such sites during the
development of project w6rks or related facilities, the licensee
would 3top fana'-cf6arin9, land-disturbing, or-spoi]-producing
ictivitie! in- itre vicinity of the sites, would consult with the
SHpO on the eligibility o1 the sites, and would carry out any
necessary r""=riEi to ivoid or to niiigate impacts to the sites'
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Either before starting land-clearing, Iand-disturbing,' or
spoil-producing activities associated with any changes to the
project, both proposed and necessitated t ot before resuming l-and-
clearing, Iand-disturbing, and spoil-producing activities in the
vicinity of any previously undiscovered sites, Beaver city would
file with the Commission a plan and a schedule for conducting the
appropriate studies, along with copies of the SHPOrs written
comments on the plan and the schedule.

Beaver City would not start or resume land-clearing, land-
disturbing, or spoil-producing activities, other than those
specificatly authorized in this license and commented on by the
SHPO, or resume such activities in the vicinity of an
archeological or historic site discovered during construction,
until informed by the Commission that the reguirements discussed
above have been fulfilled (see condition I in the appendix).

The Forest Plan reguires protection of a}l national forest
cultural resources by avoiding disturbance of cultural resource
sites until evaluated and until appropriate adverse effect
nitigation procedures that are effected for significant
properties. Our rnitigation complies with the Forest Planrs
direction to protect all national forest cultural resources.

7. Visua1 ouality.

Beaver city proposes building the project along SR L53 ' a
heavily used paved highway that provides recreational access to
the faailities and backcountry of the Fishlake National Forest,
and the private }odges and residences in the upper reaches of the
canyon. (See Issue 2 above. )

The Forest Plan management direction for the project area is
to meet a visual guality objective of partial retention through
the choice of facility ind structure design, color of materials,
and location and orientation (Forest Service, L986).

SR L53 receives heavy recreational traffic during much of
the year. Recreational users tend to be sensitive to the
appelrance of the landscape, especially since the highway is a
SLLnic Byway. The only facilities that would be visible to the
SR j-53 users are the powerhouse and transnission line, and care
would be taken to blend then with the surrounding landscape.

The powerhouse would be small, but the roof and part of the
walls would be visible to uphill traffic. Building the
powerhouse such that the roof does not extend above the highway
lnd painting the exposed surfaces of the powerhouse dark
eartirtone colors wouta blend the structure vrith the surrounding
landscape.
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Beaver city proposes to use an existing but unused
transmission line belonging to Utah Power and Light (UPL). The
transmission line is above the highvray user on the canyon slopes,
apparent only when viewed ahead of the vehicle, and especially
when skylined. The existing poles and conductors, if acquired
from the UPL, would have to be rebuilt to carry the projected
load. New poles, conductors, and insulators would be dark and
nonreflective to reduce the adverse visual irnpact.

To determine the feasibility of removing the transmission
line from view entirelyr we explored an alternative of burying
the transmission line in the highway shoulder. We found,
however, that this alternative would conflict with utilities
already buried in the highway and would be more expensive.

Beaver city would prepare a visual resource nitigation
irnplementation plan that would provide for the above rnitigative
measures. This plan would be prepared in consultation with and
approved by the FS. Beaver City would file this plan wj-th the
Cornmission prior to beginning any earth-disturbing activities.
(See condition F in the appendix. )

The plan would address the following: (1) the powerhouse and
associated facilities such as security fences, tailrace,
eguipment storage, access and parking, and communication
eguipment; (2') diversion structure and associated facilities such
as access and parking, power sources for sensing and monitoring
eguipment, and inlet controls; and (3) power transmission line.

Mitigation measures would include, but would not be linited
to, (1) constructing the powerhouse with a profile not to exceed
the height of the existing grade of the highway, (2) using
naterials or surface treatrnents with colors that would be in
harmony with the surrounding landscape, (3) using nonspecular
conductors for the transmission lines, (4) using native plant
species to screen facilities from view, (5) reshaping and
revegetating disturbed areas to blend with surrounding visual
characteristics, and (6) locating transnission facilities to
rninimize visual irnpacts.

The mitigative measures of the reguired visual resource
protection plan would not comply with the Forest PIanrs visual
guality objective of retention because the powerhouse and
transmission line would be visually evident. However, they would
meet a partial retention objective because, through design and
use of native materials and colors, they would be subordinate to
the characteristic landscape.
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8. Recreation.

A L987 FS study of recreation needs in the canyon and in the
rest of the Beaver Ranger District showed the need for facilities
accessible to the handicapped. The only facilities accessible to
the handicapped are at Little Reserrroir about 2 miles east of the
proposed powerhouse. To meet the intent of this plan, Beaver
city agrees to construct fishing access facilities for the
handicapped on Beaver River at three locations specified by the
FS. These facilities would enhance the recreational
opportunities in the project area.

The Forest Plan management direction for the project area is
to provide facilities which are accessible to handicapped
persons.

Beaver City would prepare a recreation plan which would
provide for the development of three fishing sites accessible to
the handicapped. These sites would consist of hardened surfaces
at the roadside and on the trails to the streamside. There would
be no additional inpacts to other resources. Providing these
sites would comply with Forest PIan direction and offset the Loss
of recreational fishing opportunities resulting from the reduced
trout populations FS identified. (See issues G2 & G3 and
condition G in the appendix. )

9. Penstock Construction in the Road.

Disruption of traffic during periods of heavy recreational
use would cause significant traffic and public safety hazards.
Disruption during the ski season would cause an adverse economic
irnpact on the ski area operation.

A11 but about 50 feet of the proposed penstock (L2'200-foot-
long total) would will be buried in the inside shoulder of SR
L53. SR 1,53 gives access to the EIk Meadows Ski Area, 6 Fs
developed sumnrer recreation areas, two operating hydroelectric
projecls, and several seasonal residences. It also gives general
iccess to large, undeveloped, highly scenic areas of the Fishlake
National Forest. Fishermen depend on this road for access to the
Beaver River and several fakes and reservoirs. Large numbers of
big-garne hunters use SR L53 during the 10-day, rifle deer hunting
season.

Peak traffic occurs during (1) the winter ski season from
November 15 to April L, (2) the lo-day, big-game rifle hunting
season in October, and (3) the weekends and holidays of the
surnmer recreation season frorn June 15 to October L5.

To minimize disruption of traffic during these peak-use
periods, Beaver City would not construct the part of the penstock
in SR l-53 during (1j the ski season (Novernber L5 to April 1), (2)
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the big-game rifle hunting season (during october), including its
associated pre- and post season period, and (3) on weekends and
holidays during the summer recreation season (June 15 to October
15).

Traffic delays would be kept shorter than L hour. Beaver
City would subnit a traffic management and public safety plan
that addresses these restrictions. The plan would ensure safe
passage of public traffic during Iicensee construction and
nonconstruction periods. The plan would be developed in
consultation with the UDOT, approved by the FS, and filed with
the Cornmission before construction. (See condition H in the
appendix. )

UDOT has an easement frorn the FS for a right-of-way
extending 66 feet on either side of the centerline of SR L53.
They would require Beaver City to obtain a utility license
aglreement through their District Five Encroachment Officer, and
contractors would be reguired by UDOT to obtain an encroachment
perrnit before beginning construction.
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E. ST't,ItdARY OF BNVIRONIIENTAI, IITPACTS
The details of the environmental impacts are discussed in

section c. The following is a brief sunmary of those irnpact to
aid the reader in comparing alternatives.

l-. Assessment of inpacts expected fron Beaver cityrs proposed
project (P), with Beaver Cityrs proposed nitigation; (Ps)
the proposed project with any additional nitigation
reconmended by the Commission and FS staffs; and (A) any other
action alternative considered. Assessment slrorbols indicate
the following impact levels:

O=None; 1=Minori
A = Adverse; B = Beneficial;

2:Moderate; 3=Major;
L, = Long-tern; S = Short-tern.

Resource
Impact

P I bsl a Resource
Irnpact

P I b=l A

a- Geoloov-Soils 2AS t_As f. WiIdIife 1AS

b. Streanflow 2AL
g. Cultural:

Archeoloqicaf- o

c. Water guality:
Temperature 1AL Historical 0

Dissolved
oxvcten ].AL h. Visual crualitv ).l.T, 1AL

Turbidity and
sedimentation 2AS 1_AS i. Recreation IAL 1BL

d. Fisheries:
Anadromous o i. r.and use lAS

Resident 2AL k. Socioeconornics 2BT,

e. Veaetation 1AS

Note: A blank in the Ps column indicates no change from P column.

Remarks:
a. A detailed site specific erosion control plan would be
irnplemented that wouLd minimize adverse impacts-

b. Minimum flows are required that would urinimize adverse impacts.

c. Decreased flows would result in a minor increase in water
temperature and a minor reduction in dissolved oxygen.

d. Resident trout would be naintained at 698 of existing wild
trout populations and 93* of all existing trout populations.
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e. Construction of the powerhouse would temporarity disturb'about
0.5 acre of grass covered area.

f. Wildlife would be temporarily disturbed by construction
activities.
g. No cultural resources have been found.

h. Building the powerhouse as a low-profile structure and painting
the exposed surfaces dark earthtone colors and using non-
refleclive conductors and wooden poles in the transmission line
would reduce adverse impacts.

i. Recreational fishing opportunities would be enhanced by the
addition of fishing facilities accessible to the handicapped.

j. short-term disruption of highway use would be reduced by
scheduling of construction.

k. Installing the project would hetp electric users of the service
area by keeping their electric rates lower than by purchasing
power from other utilities.

2. Impacts of the no-action alternative.

If the Commission doesnrt issue Beaver City a license, the
city would have to find a replacenent source that can supply 3.82
cwh of energy annually. The city would most likely buy
replacernent-lower frorn a utility in the Beaver City area that is
selling surplus poster from its base-Ioad fossil-fueled plants.

If Beaver City doesntt build the project, the power the city
would have produced from a reneltable resource would be Iost and
would have to be provided by consuming nonrenewable fuels, dD
action that woul-d release undesirable combustion by-products into
the air. This alternative would consurne about l-,400 tons of coal'
5,600 barrels of oil or 35 rnillion cubic feet of natural gas
annually.

There would be no construction of project facilities or
changes to the existing physical, biological, oF cultural
components of the area.

3. Recommended alternative (including proposed, reguired, and
reconmended rnitigative measures) :

_proposed project. X Proposed project with mitigation.
Action alternative. No action.
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4. Reason(s) for selecting the preferred alternative.

The preparers reconmend alternative rrdx (Beaver City t s
proposed project, including additional nitigation) because it.
would (a) minirnize the adverse impacts to the fishery, riparian
vegetation, and visual quality, while allowing an irnportant
hydropower project to be developed to provide electricity to the
city of Beaver, Utah; (b) provide some nitigation of fisheries
Iosses through structural habitat inprovenentt (c) enhanee
recreation opportunities by providing recreational facilities
accessible to the handicapped on Beaver River for fishing and
other purposes.

I. IINAVOIDABtE ADVER8E fUPACA8 OF TtrE RECOI{IIENDED ALTERNATfVE

The recommended alternative would have an unavoidable
Iong-term adverse irnpact on the fishery and angler capacity. The
net losses would be about 31- percent of the native wild trout
population and a 7 percent loss of fisherman carrying capacity.

During construction of the penstock, there would be an
unavoidable short-term adverse irnpact to the public using the
state road. This irnpact--probably lasting from 45 to 90 days--
would be linited to l-hour delays on weekddYS, except during the
ski season, the lo-day rifle deer hunt, and holidays when
construction would not be allowed.

The presence of the powerhouse and new sections of the
transmission line in the natural appearing landscape would have a
minor long-tern impact on visual quality.

J. COUPREBENSIVE DEVETOPITENT

Section 4 (e) of the Federal Power Act (Act) states that in
deciding whether to issue a license, the Commission, in addition
to considering the power and development purposes of the project,
shall give egual consideration to (1) the purposes of energy
conservation, (21 the protection of, rnitigation of damage to, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife, (3) the protection of
recreational opportunities, and (4) the preservation of other
aspects of environrnental quality.

In section Lo(a), the Act further states that the project
ad.opted shall be one that in the judgement of the Cornmission will
be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or
developing a waterway for (1) the use or benefit of interstate or
foreign commerce, (2) the irnprovement and utilization of water
power development, (3) the adequate protection, utilization, and
Lnhancenent ot fish and wildlife (including related spawning
grounds and habitat), and (4) other beneficial public uses,
including irrigation, flood control, water supply, and
recreational and other purPoses discussed in section 4 (e) .
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In this EA, we exanine how the proposed project would'affect
the resources of the Beaver River. We reconmend the following
nitigative measures: (1) minimum flows for the project; (2')
installing an automatic stream gaging device to ensure release of
minimum flows; (3) installing the proposed rrat-grade aqua shearrr
fish screen at the intake; (4) installing 1-9 stream improvernent
structures in the bypassed reacht (5) burying the penstock in the
roadwayt (6) suspending penstock construction during the October
deer hunti (7) liniting traffic delays to t hour during the ski
seasont (8) constructing alI power and transmission lines to
protect raptors and be visually acceptable; (9) requiring Beaver
City to protect all cultural and historic resources discovered
during construction, to consult with the SHPO, and to file a
cultural resources management plan for approval with the
Commission; and (10) implementing fish and wildlife, erosion
control, solid waste and hazardous waste, spoil disposal, visual
resource, and recreation rnitigation plans.

Wetve included the cost of implementing this nitigation in
the evaluation of the projectrs economics. The cost of carrying
out these plans and measures doesntt appreciably increase the
projectrs cost. (This nitigation would increase the cost by less
than 1 percent)

The FS identified a need for recreational facilities
accessible to the handicapped in the blpassed reach. Beaver City
has agreed to construct three access sites in the bypassed reach.
Providing these facilities is expected to cost less than $L5,0o0.
We believe that providing these sites would enhance recreational
fishing opportunities in the project area, provide a needed
facility, and would not appreciably affect the economics of the
proj ect.

We estirnate the proposed project, with these mitigative
measures, would generate an average of 3.82 GWh of relatively low
cost electrical energy per year, without significantly affecting
environmental resources. Because ener€ry deficits in the area may
exist as early as L992, the project would be useful in rneeting
these near-terrn energy needs and would conserve fossil fuels and
reduce noxious by-product ernissions.

In the preparation of this EA, we used the applicable
management direction from the Forest PIan for the Fishlake
National Forest. The recommended alternative complies with this
direction except in 2 areas. with the required mitigation, the
resulting fish population would be about 938 of the existing, and
the project facilities would rneet a partial retention visual
quality objective rather than retention.

Based on our review under section 4 (e) and 1'0 (a) , the
proposed project, with Beaver Cityrs proposed and our recomrnended
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nitigative and enhancement measures, would be best adapted'to a
comprehensive plan for developing Beaver Creek.

K. RECOUITENDATION

X Finding of No Eiguificant Inpact. Approval of the recom-
mended alternative tH(3) I would not constitute a major
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environrnent; therefore, an environmental impact
statenent (EIs) will not be prepared.

-Intent 
to Prepare aD EIS. Approval of the recommended

alternative tH(3) I would constitute a najor federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environ-
ment; therefore, an EIS will be prepared.
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APPENDIX

As a result of this EA, the FS and Comnission staffs propose
the following conditions to rnitigate the projectrs environmental
impacts and to enhance and protect natural resources.

A. Minimun Strearnflow Reguirement

During the construction and operation of the facilities
authorized by this license, the licensee shalI maintain the
following instantaneous minimum flows or the natural flow,
whichever is less, imrnediately below the diversion in the
Beaver River.

TIME PERIOD NORMAL YEAR
Jan. L through March 31 8 cfs
April L through April L5 15 cfs
April L6 through Sept. l-5 18 cfs
Sept. L6 through Sept. 30 L5 cfs
Oct. 1- through Dec. 3l- I cfs

DRY YEAR
6 cfs

l-5 cfs
15 cfs
L5 cfs
6 cfs

If the daily stream flow at the USGS stream gauging station
number L0234500 (Beaver River near Beaver City) is at or
below that shown below during that month, the dry year flow
shown above may be naintained in the bypassed reach until the
next dayts gauge reading.

It{ONTH

January
February
March
April
May
June

FLOW IN CFS MONTH

July
Augiust
September
october
November
December

FLOW IN CFS

24
22
20
L4
t3
L2

L2
L2
L4
20
38
30

The Licensee may temporarily rnodify minimum flows if reguired
by operating emergencies beyond the control of the Licensee.
The Licensee may also nodify rnininum flows for short periods
upon written consent of Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
and the Forest Service.

B. Guaranteed Priority FIow Bypass Device and Gages

The Licensee shall construct, operate, and maintain a
guaranteed priority streamflow devjce, approved by the Forest
Serrricer ds part of the diversion/intake structure. Mini-rnun
flows required by condition A shall be automatically released
through this device, before any flow can be diverted into the
conduit. At least 9O days prior to beginning construction of
the diversion structure, the licensee shall file for
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c.

Conrnission approval functional design drawings and an'
implementation schedule for the guaranteed priority
streamflow device, along with any conments of the Utah
Division of Wildlife and Forest Serrrice. Upon Commission
approval, the licensee shall inplenent the schedule. The
guaranteed priority streamflow device shall be shown on the
as-built drawings filed under article 303.

The licensee, after consulting with the Utah Division of
wildlife Resources, the Forest Senrice, and the United States
Geological Survey, shall develop plans to install and rnonitor
a water measurement control section with an continuous
recording gage to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of conditions A and B. The licensee shall file
with the Courmission, at least 90 days prior to the
installation of the water measurement control section, plans
approved by the Forest Service for the water measurement
control section and gaging. The Commission may reguire
changes to the plans.

The licensee shall provide stage-discharge information to the
Forest Service prior to commencement of operation of the
project. Within 60 days of request, the licensee shall
provide the Forest Service with updated stage-discharge
charts and/or with a report of streamflow inforrnation
collected at the water measurement control section and any
other applicable stream gage records. The water measurement
control section and gage shall be shown on the as-built
drawings filed under article 303.

Fish Screens

Prior to diversion of any flows into the conduit, the
licensee shall install a screen device on the intake
structure of the diversion to prevept entrainment of fish
into the conduit and penstock system, as proposed in the
License Application Exhibit A. The licensee shall also
install a V-notch weir above the screen that wiII concentrate
flow during low-flow periods, and shall install both
temporary and long-terrn shade devices to prevent drying of
the screen.

At least 9O days prior to the installation of the diversj-on
structure, the licensee shall fite for Comrnission approval,
Forest Service-approved functional design drawings for the
design of the screen, V-notch weir, and shade devices. The
courmission may require modifications to the designs- Any
cornments of the Utah Division of wildlife shall be filed with
the drawings. The screen, V-notch weir, and shade devices
shall be shown on the as-built drawings filed under article
303.
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D. Fish and l{ildtife Mitigation PIan

At least 90 days prior to land-clearing, land-disturbing, or
spoil-producing activities, the licensee shall file for
Commission approval, a fish and wildlife nitigation plan
approved by the Forest Senrice. The plan must be consistent
with the standards and guidelines for affected management
areas in the Fishlake National Forest PIan. The nitigation
plan must include the following.

a. A proposal for constructing and maintaining l-9 strearn
improvement structures in the bypassed reach.

b. A description of how the transnission line would be
nodified or built to conforn with the raptor protection
described in the 1981 guidelines of the Raptor Research
Foundation, Inc.

c. A plan to monitor fish populations, effectiveness of the
L9 stream improvement structures, habitat guantity and
condition, and fish reproduction.

d. A plan describing additional nitigation that would be
implernented if the monitoring shows that the initial
mitigation did not achieve,the fish and wildlife rnitigation
objectives.

Comrnents of the Utah Division of Wildlife shall be filed with
the plan. The Comnission may require changes to the plan to
ensure adeguate protection of the environmental, scenic, and
cultural values of the project area. Upon Commission
approval, the licensee shall implement the plan.

Erosion Control Measures Plan

At least 90 days prior to starting any land-clearing, land-
disturbing, or spoil-producing activities, the licensee sha1I
file for Comnission approval, a plan approved by the Forest
Senrice to control erosion, strearn sedirnentation, dust, and
soil mass movement consistent with the standards and
guidelines for affected management areas in the Fishlake
National Forest PIan. Upon Commission approval, the licensee
shall implement the plan.

The plan shall be based on actual-site geological, soilr.and
groundwater conditions and shall include: (1) a description
of tne actual-site conditions i (2') detailed descriptions,
design drawings, and specific topographic locations of all
control measurest (3) neasures to divert runoff avtay from
disturbed land surfaces i (41 measures to collect and filter
runoff over disturbed land surfaces, including sediment ponds
at the diversion and powerhouse sites; (5) revegetating

E.
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disturbed areas outside of the roadbed; (6) neasures to
dissipate ener!ry and prevent erosion at the tailrace i (7)
covering the penstock treneh as soon as possible after the
pipe is placed in the trench; (8) placing the penstock at the
river crossing so that it does not disturb the riverbanks;
and (9) a monitoring and rnaintenance schedule. The
Cornnission may require changes to the plan to ensure adequate
protection of the environrnental, scenic, and cultural values
of the project area.

Visual Resource Protection

At least 90 days prior to starting any land-clearing, Land-
disturbing, or spoil-producing activities, the Iicensee shall
file for Cornmission approval, a plan approved by the Forest
Service for the design and construction of the project
facilities in order to preserve or enhance the visual
character of all facilities, consistent with the standards
and guidelines for affected management areas in the Fishlake
Nati5nal Forest PIan. Upon Commission approval, the licensee
shall implement the plan. The Cornrnission may require changes
to the plan to ensure adeguate protection of the
environmental, scenic, and cultural values of the project
area.

The plan must address facility configurations and alignments,
builaing naterials, color, conservation of vegetation,
landscafing, and screening. Project facilities to be covered
by this-pfiir include, among other thingsr.clearings,
d-iversion structures, penstocks, pipes, ditches, powerhouses'
other buildings, translnission lines and corridors, and access
roads.

In particular, the plan must at least include the following:
(1) the powerhouse lnd associated facilities such as security
i"nc"", iailrace, eguiprnent storage, access and parking, and
cornrnunication eguiprnent; (2) diversion structure and
associated facilities such as access and parking' power
sources for sensing and monitoring eguipment, an9 inlet
controls; and (3) power transmission line. Mitigation
measures shall include, but will not be limited to,
constructing the powerhouse with a profile not to exceed the
height of tf,e exiitingr grade of the highway, use.of- materials
or lurface treaturents-with colors that wiII be in harmony
with the surrounding landscape, use of non-specular
conductors for the transmission lines' use of native plant
species to screen facilities from view, reshaping a1d
rLvegetating disturbed areas to blend with surrounding visual
charicterisfics, and locating transmission facilities to
minimize visual imPacts.
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G. Project Recreation Plan

At least 90 days prior to starting any land-clearinq, land-
disturbing, or spoil-producing activities, the licensee shalL
file for Commission approval, a plan approved by the Forest
Service for installing three fishing sites, accessible by
handicapped persons, in the bypassed reach. The plan shall
be consistent with the standards and gUidelines for affected
management areas in the Fishlake National Forest PIan.

Upon Conmission approval, the licensee shall implement the
plan. The Connission may reguire changes to the plan to
ensure adequate protection of the environmental, scenic, and
cultural values of the project area.

Traffic Management and Public Safety

At least 90 days prior to starting any land-clearing, land-
disturbing, or spoil-producing activities, the licensee shall
file for Commission approval, a plan approved by the Forest
Service for traffic management and public safety associated
with construction in the roadbed. The plan must be
consistent with the standards and guidelines for affected
management areas in the Fishlake National Forest PIan. Upon
Cornmission approval, the licensee shall implement the p1an.
The Cornmission may require changes to the plan to ensure
adeguate protection of the environmental, scenic, and
cultural values of the project area.

The plan shall provide for (1) suspension of penstock
conslruction during the winter ski season from November l-5 to
April Li during the big-game rifle hunt in October of each
yaat (including a short pie and post season period); during
sunmer recreation season weekends and holidays from June 1-5

to october L5t and (2, safe passage of public traffic during
perrnitted construction periods, with traffic delays not to
exceed l- hour.

Cultural Resource Protection

The licensee shall not initiate any work, other than that
specifically authorized in this license, before (1)
consulting witfr the Forest Service and the Utah State
Historic Freservation Officer (SHPO) , (2) conducting a
cultural resources sur:vey of these areas, and (3) filing for
Cornmission approval a cultural resources management plan to
avoid or miti-gate impacts to any significant archeological or
historic sitet identified during the survey. The survey and
plan shall be based on the reconmendations of the SHPO and-sfraff be conducted and prepared by a qualified cultural
resources specialist. If the Iicensee discover? anY
previously irnidentified archeological or historic sites
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during the course of constructing or developing prgject works
or other facilities at the project, the licensee shall stop
all land-clearing, land-disturbing, or spoil-producing
activities in the vicinity of the sites, and sha1l also
consult with the SHPO and file for Cournission approval a
cultural resources management plan to avoid or mitigate
impacts to significant iesources, prepared by a qualified
cultural resources management specialist'

The survey and the plan shall be documented in a report which
shall conlain the following: (1) a description of each
discovered site, indicating whether it is listed or eligible
to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places i (2)
a description of the potential effect on each discovered
sitet (3) proposed measures for avoiding or rnitigating the
effects, (4) docunentation of the nature and extent of
consultatioir; and (5) a schedule for nitigating effects and
conducting additioriai studies. The Cornmission may reguire
changes to the plan or the rePort.

The licensee shall not begin land-clearing, Iand-disturbing,
or spoil-producing activiLies, other than those specifically
auth6rizeh in thi; license, ot resume such activities in the
vicinity of a site discovered during construction, until
informe& by the Commission that the requirements of this
article have been fulfilled.
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